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Dear Ms. Billington:

This letter constitutes the applicant’ s response for PIN #10052 to the State’'s
preliminary funding recommendations regarding Proposition 50 Chapter 8
|mplementation Grants, Phase 1, Step 2, requested for submission on or
before December 8, 2006. We wish to make several prefatory comments
before proceeding with a critique of the evaluation of our application
beginning with “Introduction” below.

Wini Chambliss

Administrative Services Assistant
Water Resources Agency

893 Blanco Circle

P.O. Box 930

Salinas, CA 93901-4455

(831) 755-4896



December 6, 2006

Ms. Tracie Billington


California Department of Water Resources 

901 P Street


PO Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

Subject:  Response to Proposition 50 Draft Funding Recommendations from Monterey County Group


Dear Ms. Billington:

This letter constitutes the applicant’s response for PIN #10052 to the State’s preliminary funding recommendations regarding Proposition 50 Chapter 8 Implementation Grants, Phase 1, Step 2, requested for submission on or before December 8, 2006.  We wish to make several prefatory comments before proceeding with a critique of the evaluation of our application beginning with “Introduction” below.

First, the evaluation summary reflects an effort to find fault with the application format and presentation rather than to identify worthy projects ready for implementation.  Comparison with other applications for those projects scored above and below our own shows uneven evaluation, some of which is noted below.  Of special note is the acceptance and posting by the State of materials received from litigants after the application filing deadline.  These litigation-related materials are alluded to repeatedly as having a negative effect in the project evaluation.  Significantly, however, the applicant was not made aware of the submission of these materials and had no opportunity to respond thereto.  Indeed, a proposal by the applicant to update the State in October on continuing litigation and permitting was rejected.  The progress of both litigation and permitting can change significantly in short periods.  In the present case, significant litigation and permitting issues relating to the project after the application was filed.  We believe this particular application was penalized unfairly by the consideration of inaccurate information submitted by third parties to which the applicant did not have an opportunity to respond. 

Second, the evaluations do not appear to have examined readiness to proceed with project construction equitably or in detail.  We are unable to find “apples to apples” comparisons of readiness to proceed. For example, the evaluations are unclear as to the completion of CEQA/NEPA for all applications, and do not identify the degree to which there has been documented public acceptance of particular projects, both in terms of basic project support and in terms of approved funding.  In contrast, the Salinas Valley Water Project, for example, has completed environmental review and received 85% public support, of both its components and its financing, via an affirmative Proposition 218 vote and has successfully weathered litigation efforts that typically follow the development of water projects throughout the State.

Additionally, in regards to permits and compliance, note that the Salinas Valley Water Project not only has the above-mentioned EIR and successful Proposition 218 passage, it also possesses a California Department of Fish and Game 1601 Permit (Streambed Alteration), a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and a Draft “Non-Jeopardy” Biological Opinion from the NOAA Fisheries.

Third, our partnership believes the evaluation falls short of considering applications on their statewide merits, both in the context of Proposition 50 Guidelines and as identified by State officials in prior actions, by the Legislature in its crafting of Proposition 50 (and subsequent legislative infrastructure bond measures) and in materials distributed as part of the Chapter 8 grant development processes.  Here we cite the State’s prior actions regarding the statewide importance of water quality and water supply in the Salinas Valley, including the State Board’s inclusion of the Salinas Valley as the only specific area in the State singled out as important for funding support in the State Board’s Strategic Plan.    

We also cite, in the context of the Legislature’s broad view of water issues as they relate to California’s economic viability and vitality, the Salinas Valley’s $3.4 billion annual contribution to California agriculture, as well as the importance of water supply and quality to state and national food safety.  We note the importance of water supply and quality to the State’s and nation’s substantial investment in facilities in Monterey County, most notably to military facilities of national significance, to California State University Monterey Bay and to two large State prisons.  The three major projects in this application are key to continued viability of those institutions, while also allowing planned reuse of former Fort Ord, the largest base closure in California, with its 16,000 plus new jobs and approximately 13,000 housing units.  

Fourth, the evaluation of scientific and technical merit, specifically with regard to 1) the Salinas Valley Integrated Ground and Surface Model (SVIGSM) and 2) the Blanco Drain, curiously fails to recognize the long history of development, validation, state involvement and multipurpose use of the SVIGSM as a most appropriate planning tool for the Salinas Valley.  It also fails to recognize the Blanco Drain as a privately owned drainage facility having only a possible effect on fishery water quality, and vegetative treatment as the preferred alternative at the time of final submission of the Step 2 application.  Subsequent to that filing, but unable to be reported to the State as requested in October, 2006 as an update to the application (like litigation and permitting status), a nationally significant produce food safety problem developed which has caused re-evaluation of preferred solutions, for example water treatment.  We also note below that no money is requested for this minuscule portion of the total project costs.  Simply stated, the intent of including this project was to introduce creativity and innovation to the agricultural runoff treatment problem.  The success of any of the major project components of this application is independent of the scientific or technical merit of Blanco Drain vegetative treatment. 

The following discussion provides further detail in areas where points were lost inappropriately, either due to apparent bias, lack of sufficient review, misunderstanding of the project components, or unequal evaluation in comparison with other applications.  We respectfully request reconsideration of the evaluation and inclusion of this application with those recommended for funding.  We are aware that the State reconsidered its recommendations in the Chapter 8 Planning process by adding additional money and applications to the approved list.  We are also aware that the State has not yet determined how it should proceed with a Chapter 8 Implementation Phase 2, and that both Propositions 1E and 84 approved by voters in November provide substantial new money for the kind of projects able to be funded by Proposition 50.  We ask the State to carefully consider the most efficient use of public funds, notably the large sums expended by local agencies in preparing Step 2 of this first round of Chapter 8 Implementation grant applications.  For Pin # 10052, local agencies spent nearly $250,000 in preparation of Step 1 and 2 applications.  

Time is of the essence for implementation of the Salinas Valley Water Project and other projects identified in Pin #10052.  If the applicant is required to wait two or more years for decisions on other possible funding sources, the economic feasibility of the Salinas Valley Water Project will be at risk due to anticipated significant increases in construction costs.  The time to build the projects identified in Pin #10052 is now. 

1 Introduction


This letter identifies defects in the evaluation process for the Salinas Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) Proposition 50 Chapter 8 Implementation Grant Application. For the purposes of evaluating this application in context with other applications, this review has compared it to three other applications: Pajaro Valley (Pin #10021) and Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County (Pin #10045) applications due to their geographic proximity, and the Humboldt County application (Pin #9595) since that particular application received the highest score.  

This analysis will focus on where the application for Pin #10052 lost critical points. It compares the scores that the Monterey County application received relative to its competitors and indicates where the evaluation of the Monterey County application was defective.


2 Elements that Affected Score

Based on an overview of the comments in the proposal evaluation, it appears that two elements of the proposal weighed especially heavily on the application scoring for Pin #10052. These two elements are:

· Correspondence received by the State after the application submittal, and


· Skepticism over the development and feasibility of the Blanco Drain element of the Salinas Valley Water Project

The correspondence received from litigants against the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) has been cited above as a major concern for MCWRA. This correspondence was posted (presumably by SWRCB and DWR staff) on the FAAST website with the application materials. The emails contain opinions that are highly prejudicial and completely inaccurate. The applicant was not made aware of or given the opportunity to respond to the comments, nor was it permitted to update State reviewers on either litigation or permitting status.

The Blanco Drain Treatment System project is one of the projects that make up the SVWP. The proposal evaluation indicates skepticism over the implementation of this project. The Blanco Drain Project is a vegetative wetland project that is planned to remove pesticides and nitrates from agricultural runoff and drainage. The final design of this project is not complete at this time.  However, this project only accounts for approximately $88,000 out of a total project cost of $79,500,000, which corresponds to approximately one tenth of one percent of the total proposal cost and is not included in the funding request.  It seems as though the evaluation of this extremely small and innovative project has been disproportionately weighted in the proposal evaluation.

It is difficult to gauge the full effects of these two elements, as reviewers’ opinions for or against projects can permeate into the evaluation of all elements of the application. However, the following are examples of how the evaluation process was affected: 


· IRWMP Implementation Score (4 out of 5). The fact that some permits have not been obtained is cited as a reason that the implementation schedule is questionable. Other proposals (some which had projects in the feasibility study phase and therefore have no permits in place) were not similarly cited, thus making it difficult to understand why the Monterey County proposal received downgraded scores on permit acquisition, especially with a court-validated EIR, a successful Proposition 218 ballot measure, and other key permits in place, as described above. The project litigants’ email dated 9/18/06 regarding the permit process (in which the individual making the claim has no first hand knowledge of) appears to have misled application reviewers.  Again, no opportunity was provided for the applicant to clarify actual circumstances.

· IRWMP Financing Score (3 out of 5).  This criterion is discussed in more detail below. The litigation against the project is cited as a reason that the project financing is in doubt even though the IRWMP clearly indicates that that is not the case. Therefore, it seems as though the correspondence from the litigants regarding the project influenced the review and led to this low score.

· Work Plan Score (9 out of 15).  The scoring evaluation for this item is discussed below as well. The evaluation contains a comment that states, “Some permitting and operational requirements are not specifically discussed.” This statement may be in reference to the claims of the litigant regarding permitting. Also, the Blanco Drain, an extremely small program element, is referred to specifically in this evaluation.

· Schedule Score (3 out of 5). The permitting activities are cited as a reason that the schedule may shift. This seems to be a reference to the litigant’s email regarding permits again and does not acknowledge what the applicant has already accomplished.

· Scientific and Technical Merit Score (9 out of 15). This item is discussed in more detail below. Questions regarding the Salinas Valley Integrated Ground and Surface Water Model (SVIGSM) were included as a reason that the SVWP is not technically sound. The attachment included a detailed discussion of the model’s development and strong argument for its merit. One of the emails from the project litigants included a criticism of the model by the concessionaire (who is not an engineer or an expert in hydrology). It appears that this criticism by a person in active litigation against the Agency may have influenced the reviewers’ opinions of the model as an evaluation tool. Also, the Blanco Drain is referred to as a project without basis for technical merit. The project is in the feasibility stage, and consists of a very small percentage of the cost for the entire proposal.

3 Specific Score Responses


This section highlights some of the application elements which received incorrect or arbitrary evaluation.


3.1 IRWMP Score


Monterey County’s weighted IRWMP score was 24 out of 30 points. This review examines elements that Monterey County scored the lowest on, Data Management and Financing. Monterey County received 3 points out of a total of 5 for each of these criteria. A comparison of these two elements with the County of Humboldt application reveals the arbitrary nature of the IRWMP scoring.


Data Management


The Monterey County IRWMP got the following evaluation for Data Management: 


		The FED describes data collected by the involved agencies and describes a data management system used by the applicant. The applicant states that data collected will be in a format compatible with State and federal databases, but does not discuss how such data would support statewide needs or how it would be integrated into state programs.





Why this evaluation is incorrect:


The document clearly says that the data will be shared with the State and Federal agencies consistent with their needs, and that it will be provided to the State as appropriate. This is stated on page 10-5 of the Salinas Valley IRWMP (attached).  Moreover, data developed by the SVIGSM has been provided to the SWRCB in 2002 and 2003 specifically in response to the State’s request for information needs to continue the adjudication of the Salinas Valley Ground Water Basin.


This information transfer demonstrates the merit of the applicant’s ground water data program and our ability to provide that data directly to the SWRCB.


Why this evaluation is arbitrary:


In order to assess MCWRA’s strength on this criterion, the evaluation was compared to Humboldt County’s application which scored a 5 on Data Management. The North Coast application got the following evaluation:


		Monitoring for each project can be found in Section 7 of the IRWMP. A discussion of the state of other existing monitoring efforts is found in Section 9 of the IRWMP. The applicant states that data will be collected as required by regulatory requirements and guidelines. The IRWMP describes the development and use of a GIS database. Data will be disseminated via a website to all web users and to state agencies. Hardcopies will be provided to interested parties without web access.





The North Coast IRWMP discusses data collection and dissemination on a project-by-project basis, with varying levels of detail. It describes the State’s monitoring efforts in Section 9, but doesn’t refer to the way data collected as part of IRWMP implementation will correspond to these monitoring efforts except for some project descriptions that indicate that data will be compatible with SWAMP. In fact the statement “The applicant states that data collected will be in a format compatible with State and federal databases, but does not discuss how such data would support statewide needs or how it would be integrated into state programs” is just as applicable to the North Coast IRWMP as it is for the Salinas Valley IRWMP. However, MCWRA received a score of 3 on this element while Humboldt County received a score of 5.  This is evidence of arbitrary evaluation.


Financing


The Salinas Valley IRWMP got the following evaluation for the Financing Section of the IRWMP.


		A financing strategy is presented in the FED. Funds will primarily be derived from assessments, service fees, and borrowed funds. The participants of the FED are committed to providing a 60% match. Applicant addresses results of ongoing litigation and its influence on financing. A definite alternative for financing as a result of the litigation has not been identified. The applicant states that O&M costs were taken into account and were included in the land-based assessments, but does not state how or if litigation has affected funds for O&M.





Why this evaluation is incorrect:


The document discusses the effects of a lawsuit that had been filed in relation to the SVWP, indicating that it had resulted in a judgment that lowered the Agency’s annual assessment collection by less than 3%. The document states that “This loss can be recouped through reallocation of project resources, acquisition of increased outside funding, and/or increased water delivery charges.” The other lawsuit, which is still pending settlement or trial, is not an obstacle to SVWP implementation, as indicated in the document and as pointed out to State staff in conversations and correspondence previously. Pages 14-5 and 14-6 of the IRWMP are attached for reference. The Agency did address the effects of litigation on both capital and O&M financing, and included alternative means of acquiring additional financing. 

Why this evaluation is arbitrary:


In order to assess Monterey County’s strength on this criterion, the evaluation was again compared to Humboldt County’s application which scored a 4 on Financing. The North Coast application received the following evaluation.


		The applicant identifies beneficiaries for each project in the IRWMP. Appendix M of the IRWMP identifies potential funding/financing for each project. However, no discussion of ongoing support and financing for O&M of implemented projects is provided in the IRWMP.





The North Coast IRWMP does not have a specific section that addresses financing, so it was difficult to assess whether the applicant identified beneficiaries for each project (as indicated in the evaluation). A cursory reading of the document did not turn up a discussion of beneficiaries. Furthermore, the evaluators refer to Appendix M as identification of potential project financing. Appendix M of this document contains the cost estimate tables that were required for Attachment 7 of the Step 1 application. The tables each contain a cell that lists the names of the entities that are responsible for contributing the cost match for the proposal. 


It is clear that the Monterey County and Humboldt County applications are not being held to the same standard on this criterion. Humboldt County received 4 points for simply listing the entities that would be providing the matching funds for the Prop. 50 grant. Monterey County went steps beyond simply listing the source of funding by providing details on how each project would be financed. As discussed above, it even addressed options for recouping money that it might not be able to collect through the voter-approved assessment process. The submitted documents do not support the different scoring of these two applications in this regard.  

IRWMP Scoring


The examples above only address the two elements of the IRWMP in which Monterey County received 3 out of 5 points. A detailed analysis of all twelve criteria yields similar inaccuracies or inconsistencies. 

3.2 Work Plan


The Monterey County application received a score of 9 out of a possible 15 points.  The evaluation summary for the work plan was as follows:


		The work plan includes a tabulated overview of projects with an abstract, current project status, and project location map. Linkages among the projects are discussed. Individual project descriptions lack detail. Some permitting and operational requirements are not specifically discussed. Some projects, such as the Blanco Drain Treatment System project, are in the preliminary stages of design and lack a thorough project description, analysis of environmental documentation, or detailed discussion of work plan items.





Why this evaluation is incorrect:


The following discussion addresses the three major criticisms of the Salinas Valley proposal Work Plan: individual project descriptions, permitting and operational requirements, and the Blanco Drain Treatment System.

Individual Project Descriptions


The stated purpose of this attachment was to provide detailed work items for plan implementation. There is no requirement for providing project description apart from the “tabulated overview of projects” referred to in the above evaluation comment. Monterey County provided project abstracts in tabular form for ease of review, and referred to the FEP as the location for detailed project description. Pages 5.0-2 and 5.0-3 of Attachment 5 are attached to this document for reference.


Permitting and Operational Requirements


The evaluation statement regarding permitting and operational requirements is vague and difficult to respond to. For each project, a table of required permits and acquisition status is included, as required in the Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP). It is unclear what “operational requirements” would necessitate discussion in the work plan attachment. Monitoring, Assessment, and Performance measures are addressed in Attachment 9, and operational requirements are discussed in the various documents included with Attachment 8.


Blanco Drain Treatment System


A common theme throughout the application evaluation (including the Work Plan) is a criticism of the Blanco Drain aspect of the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP). The Blanco Drain Project is a proposed vegetative wetland project that is planned to reduce pesticides and nitrates from a privately owned agricultural ditch delivering agricultural runoff and tile drain water to the Salinas River. This treatment proposal was the preferred solution for possible Salinas River fishery habitat improvement at the time of application submittal.  The final design of this project is not complete at this time.  Indeed, as noted above, a nationally notorious food safety event subsequent to application filing has caused re-evaluation of this and other alternative treatment solutions.  It is the project proponent’s intent to provide maximum protection of water quality, recognizing that the water produced will supplement recycled water already used in irrigating vegetable crops.  Again, as noted above, this project only accounts for approximately $88,000 out of a total project cost of $79,500,000, which corresponds to approximately one tenth of one percent of the total proposal cost.  Furthermore, the application does not request any money from the State to pay for this element of the Salinas Valley Water Project.  It appears that this extremely small element of the proposal is being weighed disproportionately in the evaluation of the application materials.


Based upon the evaluation above, we believe that the Monterey County application should receive the full 15 points for this element of the application.


4 Scientific and Technical Merit


The Monterey County application scored only 9 out of a possible 15 points in this regard.  We do not have sufficient knowledge of the local features of competitive applications to make an application-by-application comparison with them regarding scientific and technical merit.  We do, however, take substantial issue with this portion of the evaluation and the low scoring for Monterey County.  The criticism in this section focused on the Salinas Valley Integrated Groundwater Surface Model (SVIGSM) and the Blanco Drain project. The evaluation was as follows.


		The technical merit and feasibility for several of the projects is heavily dependent upon the Salinas Valley Integrated


Groundwater Surface Water Model tool. The applicant does not state whether data external to the planning region was included in that model, specifically data related to the Nacimiento Water Project. Other data gaps in the proposal are appropriately identified, and the work plan includes items that fill these gaps. The Blanco Drain Treatment System project is in the planning stages and lacks support for scientific and technical merit. The applicant could have referenced other reports having success with this type of treatment in order to support project feasibility.





Why this evaluation is incorrect:


SVIGSM


The IGSM, as documented in Attachment 8 and its supporting documents, was originally developed by the SWRCB and DWR. Frankly, we are surprised at the apparent failure to recognize this history.  Its development for use in the Salinas Valley was briefly documented in Attachment 8. The SVIGSM has been subject to extreme scrutiny by the leading hydrogeologists in the State, and the input of these hydrogeologists has made the Salinas Groundwater Basin one of the best understood in the State. There is no better tool for determining the benefits of such a large scale and complex water supply project, and the implication that this model is not technically sound is absolutely incorrect.  We also note, and both State departments are aware, that Monterey County has been focused on solving seawater problems identified by the State since the 1940’s, and that the SVIGSM (or it predecessors) has been utilized extensively in our development of projects to halt seawater intrusion.


Nacimiento Water Project


Another criticism of the SVIGSM is that it does not include a discussion of outside factors to the region and whether they are included in the model’s assumptions. Specifically, the evaluation indicates that the effects of the County of San Luis Obispo’s Nacimiento Water Project (NWP) are not discussed as being included in the model. The NWP allocations were included as assumptions in the model runs done for the SVWP. The evaluators have overlooked the long and widely recognized fact that the original water rights and construction of Nacimiento Dam accounted for the water allocation now being tapped by the NWP.  The SVIGSM was developed subsequent to that construction and has been evaluated numerous times since, all of the time accommodating that future allocation.  It should more appropriately be recognized that the Nacimiento Water Project “data” are not external to the region but rather an integral part of it not needing further explanation.  Due to the nature of Attachment 8 as a page-limited summary of the technical and feasibility documents, we did not believe that re-education of State staff regarding these facts would be necessary.


It is mentioned elsewhere in the application that the San Luis Obispo County allocations (aka NWP) were included in the modeling done for the SVWP. Specifically, it is mentioned on page 3-29 of the Functionally Equivalent Plan. Additionally, it was discussed in the supporting documentation that was submitted with Attachment 8. This was mentioned in virtually all discussions of the modeling in the EIR, specifically pages 5-1, 5.3-5, 5.3-11, 5.4-13, 6-1, and 6-4 of the Draft EIR (attached). 


Blanco Drain Treatment System


The third criticism of this Attachment is the technical feasibility of the Blanco Drain portion of the SVWP. We have emphasized above some facts about the Blanco Drain and its relationship to the Salinas Valley Water Project component of the application.  We also noted the evolving nature of dealing with food safety issues and improved agricultural water treatment.  We know that the State recognizes the success of the existing Castroville Seawater Intrusion and Salinas Valley Reclamation Projects which provide treated recycled water for food crop irrigation.  The data gaps in the feasibility of using vegetation for the purposes of removing nitrates and pesticides from Blanco Drain were identified in the Attachment and the work plan included the tasks for filling those gaps. As previously discussed, the Blanco Drain project has a budget which is approximately 0.1% of the total proposal budget and the MCWRA was not requesting reimbursement from this Proposition 50 application for this project. It is difficult to imagine why the application is being penalized for proposing an innovative approach to a persistent water quality problem, especially when the State is not being asked to pay for it. 


Why this evaluation is arbitrary:


The arbitrary nature of the evaluation of Attachment 8 is best illustrated when the Monterey County proposal is compared to the Santa Cruz County proposal. This comparison is appropriate due to the proximity of the two regions. The two proposals include vastly different levels of detail, but both received the same score of 9 out of 15 points.


The PSP clearly indicates the requirements for this attachment. They are roughly outlined below:


· Provide data and studies that support the projects’ site location, feasibility, and technical methods.


· Provide technical basis to understand and verify benefits that are claimed in Attachments 10 and 11.


· Include references to page locations of studies or reports cited.


· Discuss data gaps.


The Monterey County Attachment 8 clearly follows these requirements for each project. Each project description includes a discussion of technical adequacy, which includes a table that outlines the reports and studies (with page numbers) that support the site location, feasibility, and technical methods for the project. This is followed by a summary of the benefits claimed in Attachments 10 and 11 with references (including page numbers) to the reports that verify these benefits. Data gaps for each project are also discussed.

The Santa Cruz County Attachment 8 includes lists of reports and project plans for each project without including page number references. There is no discussion of which reports support the projects’ site location, feasibility and technical methods. There is no discussion of the benefits claimed in Attachments 10 and 11. It includes a discussion of some data gaps for some projects.

A comparison of the two attachments shows a vast difference relative to the attachment requirements, level of detail, and rigor. We believe that the Monterey County application should have received the full 15 points for this element of the proposal. 


4.1 Statewide Priorities


The Salinas Valley proposal received only 18 out of 30 points on this element of the proposal. The evaluation of Attachment 13 was as follows.


		The applicant addresses Statewide Priorities and demonstrates a moderate degree of certainty that some of the priorities can be achieved. The proposal most significantly addresses seawater intrusion, an important regional and statewide issue involving water users, water recycling, and water rights. The breadth with which this Statewide Priority is addressed by the projects is limited to strategies involving water supply augmentation, and it does not include conservation methods, primarily irrigation efficiency by agriculture.





Why this evaluation is incorrect:


Attachment 13 highlights that the State Board considers the groundwater quality problems of the Salinas Valley an extremely high priority. In fact, the Salinas Valley is the only region of the State that is specifically called out for funding in the SWRCB Strategic Plan. The State’s own documents and studies since the 1940’s point to water problems, especially seawater intrusion and nitrates, in the Salinas Valley.  The SWRCB Strategic Plan is also crystal clear that the State should support local funding to solve these problems.  The evaluation fails to recognize the very significant local contributions to problem solving over the years, including local taxpayers' funding of two dams and recycling projects and resultant lack of dependence on State and Federal water projects.  It also fails to recognize the Proposition 218 85% voter approval of the Salinas Valley Water Project.  These clearly stated State objectives alone indicate that the proposal should receive a high score in regards to statewide priorities. Attachment 13 goes on to discuss the several other ways in which the projects in the proposal meet additional Statewide Priorities. 

The comment regarding lack of projects that include conservation methods is misguided. The farmers of the region already employ extensive agricultural conservation methods in order to minimize water use and therefore keep the prices of their crops down.  While we are not aware of systematically collected data statewide, it is commonly recognized that Salinas Valley agricultural operations utilize drip irrigation at a significantly higher rate than other agricultural areas of the State, including Southern California.  The Monterey County Water Resources Agency collects Agricultural Water Conservation Plans and summarizes those data.  These plans provide information about how the agricultural industry in the Salinas Valley incorporates best management practices to conserve water.  These practices range from significant capital investments to recurring operational considerations. The implementation of these best management practices represents a significant financial investment by the agricultural community in long-term conservation methods.

Investments can include flowmeters, micro-irrigation systems and tailwater return systems.  Other practices include fallowing fields, reduced sprinkler spacing and off-wind irrigation.  The combined total of the incorporation of best management practices by the agricultural community from 1991 to 1997 is approximately $173,503,074.

Additionally, the Salinas Valley Water Project EIR analyzed the amount of demand management that would be required to halt seawater intrusion in the coastal areas of the basin. The result of the analysis was that a reduction in pumping of 30 to 50% would be required to stop seawater intrusion. Obviously, this would be devastating to the State’s economy as well as the region. Conservation alone will not solve the problems of the basin. Conservation remains an important part of groundwater management in the region, and will continue to be important, as evidenced by its high profile in the Salinas Valley IRWMP. 

Additional information:


There are additional reasons that the projects of this proposal are of high importance to the State. These were not addressed in the Statewide Priorities Attachment either because they are issues that have come to light since the proposal was sent to the State, or because they involve priorities that are more over-arching than water priorities. These are:


· The importance of agricultural irrigation water quality given the recent E. coli outbreak


· The importance of maintaining the State Prison System infrastructure


· The economic importance of developing the former Ft. Ord.


Agricultural Irrigation Water Quality


The recent E. coli outbreak severely hindered the Salinas Valley economy and caused distrust of California farmers by consumers across the country. It was estimated (November 2006 estimates) that the spinach industry (wholesalers, retailers, and farmers) lost in excess of $100,000,000 which was directly related to the E. coli outbreak.  For this reason, the Blanco Drain Treatment System project is much more important than it was when the original grant proposal was sent to the State.  As mentioned previously, this portion of the project is currently being designed and re-evaluated for increased effectiveness and efficiency.  No money is being requested in this application for this portion of the project.


State Prison System


There is extensive statewide benefit in accommodating the State prison facilities in Soledad (i.e. Salinas Valley State Prison owned and operated by California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation and the training facility owned and operated by California Prison Industry Authority).

The existing Salinas Valley State Prison facility in Soledad, already in a crowded condition, was experiencing a flow to the city plant at 2.3 MGD, approximately a quarter of a million gallons above the assigned flow. In addition, the facility is currently undergoing an expansion to accommodate 528 additional beds; 336 additional staff and approximately 53 additional visitors. This expansion will result in an additional increase of almost 5% in flow.  


The California Prison Industry Authority also is in the process of planning an expansion to their facility in Soledad by adding 200 residential units.  

The plant expansions that will be implemented for the Soledad Recycling/Reclamation project would provide the necessary wastewater treatment capacity to accommodate both the current flowrate (which is currently over capacity) as well as the additional flows created by the planned expansions.  As the state is experiencing a statewide crisis in its lack of adequate prison facilities, the relatively small investment that would come from this Prop 50 grant would go a long way in making a major dent to this statewide crisis and thus provide benefits beyond the local communities.

There is extensive statewide benefit that will be realized in accommodating the existing prison facilities and allowing for the planned expansion.

Development of the Former Ft. Ord


Fort Ord is the largest military base closure in the State of California.  Two major components of the application bear directly on the viability of Fort Ord’s reuse and the State’s substantial investment in it, most notably the Marina Coast Water District Well 33 project.  The State has invested heavily in the reuse of Fort Ord, including a new California State University Monterey Bay, a University of California office/industrial park administered by the University of California at Santa Cruz, a Police Officers Secondary Training facility administered by Monterey Peninsula Community College and, through grants, improvements to infrastructure and supportive State programs administered by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority.  The base Reuse Plan, which is dependent on sustainable long-term water supplies, proposes 16,000 to 18,000 new jobs and 12,000 to 13,000 housing units, including nearly 3,000 new affordable units.  The transfer of approximately 800 acres and 4 miles of prime Monterey Bay frontage to the State Department of Parks and Recreation is likely the single most important contribution to the State’s chain of State Parks surrounding Monterey Bay.  All of these State investments will require clean and sufficient water, and will benefit from implementation of this proposed application.

Based upon the evaluation above, we believe that the Monterey County application should receive the full 30 points for this element of the application.

In closing, we again respectfully request the re-evaluation of the Monterey County Application and inclusion with other applications for funding.  The evaluation above recommends an adjustment in the scoring of the Monterey County Application in the amount of an additional 27 points, which would result in a total score of 124.  We look forward to your favorable review of our comments.

Sincerely,


Curtis V. Weeks


General Manager


Attachments (1)


Cc:
Lester Snow


John Woodling



Tom Howard



Vicky Whitney



Barbara Evoy



Shahla Farahnak
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